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Introduction

Operation Clean Sweep is a pilot program for the collection of
household hazardous waste administered jointly by the Department of
Environmental Management (DEM) and the Department of Environmental Quality
Engineering (DEQE). The legislature granted authority for the program to
DEQE under MGL.21A, s 2 (28) and by that portion of line item 2200-0300 of
Section 2 of Chapter 140 of the Acts af 1985 which provided grants to

cities, towns and regional planning sg&ncies for the safe collection and
disposal of household hazardous waste. This was carried forward from the
original appropriation, Chapter 241, Acts of 1982, which provided one
million dollars in local aid funds to be administered by DEQE for a matching
grant program for water conservation And protection. A series of Memoranda
of Understanding (MOU) between DEQE and DEM delineated the responsibilities
for program administration. DEM assiM&d responsibility for the day-to-day
operation of the program and DEQE mad« all final grant determinations,
signed offer/acceptance agreements sad paid all money due to cities, towns
and/or regional planning agencies fen collection costs.

DEM and DEQE announced the $490 s 000 matching grant program on February
14, 1986, and mailed three copies of the grant application to each city and
town. These were addressed to the Kmyor or Selectmen, the Board of Health
and the Hazardous Waste Coordinator. The deadline for responding to the

application was April 14, 1986. All cities and towns in the Commonwealth
were eligible to apply, with the following exceptions:

1. Municipalities having populations of less than seven thousand
(7,000) were eligible only if they joined with at least one other

municipaliy to bring the total aggregate population to twelve

thousand (12,000) or more.

2. Municipalities having populations between seven thousand (7,000)

and twelve thousand (12,000) were eligible only if they made a

good faith effort to hold a joint collection with a contiguous'

community.

The following funding priority levels(from high to low) were listed in

the grant application and the regulations governing the program.

1. Applicants which, as of >:he date of submission of the application,
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had raised or appropriated the local match funds for events
scheduled between April 14, 1986, and December 31, 1986.

2. App-licants applying for funds for household hazardous waste
collections held between September 1, 1985 and April 13, 1986.

3. Applicants applying for funds for events to be held jointly with
at least one other municipality.

4. Applicants which had held or were planning to hold their first
household hazardous waste collection between September 1, 1985 and
December 31, 1986.

5. Applicants which had held one or more collections prior to
September 1, 1985.

6. All other applicants.

The amount of each grant was based on an estimated cost of each
collection, which was derived from a schedule of per capita costs included
in the application. (See Attachment 1)

The schedule of estimated collection costs, consisting of fixed (set-up
fees) and variable (per drum/ collection, transportation and disposal) costs,
ranged from $.20 to $.72 per capita, depending on the population base.

The municipality was expected to appropriate at least half of the
estimated cost. The application also allowed communities to choose an
optional collection of hazardous waste from its public high school.

Program

DEM received 180 applications for $793,946 in matching funds under
Operation Clean Sweep. Of those, 25 applied for both retroactive (September
1, 1985 to April 13, 1986) and future funding (April 14, 1986 to December
31, 1986). During FY86, DEM and DEQE provided $180,217 matching grants (on

a retroactive basis) for collections held during Fall 1985, and Spring 1986.

In FY 87, funding will be distributed for collections held in Fall 1986, and

four which have been rescheduled in Spring 1987.

In FY86 and FY87, 24 communities applied for, but did not receive,

funding for collections and an additional 25, who applied for retroactive
and future funding, received only retroactive funding. See Table 2.
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Table 1

Distribution of Matching Grants for
Household Hazardous Waste Collections

//of

Communities Population
Matching
Grants

Fall 1985

Spring 1986

Fall 1986

31

33

67

925,846
580,899
937,749

62,217
118,000
305,714

Subtotal
Contingency
funds

131 2,444,494 485,931
4,069

Total 131 2,444,494 490,000

Table 2

Unfunded FY86 and FY87 Applications

ti of Unfunded
Reason Communities Population Amount ( $

)

Lower Priority 18 494,264 165,252
Ineligible due to small 3 18,507 10,986
population

Late application 3 154,975 36,978
Double Application 25 332,033 94,799

(Received retroactive
funding but Fall "86

unfunded)

Total 49 999,779 308,015

As a pilot program, Operation Clean Sweep hoped to minimize the costs
of collections, maximize the participation rate and assist municipalities
with planning and public education.

1 . Reducing costs of collections:

Based on the assumption that aggregating communities into groups would
spread the fixed costs (set-up fee) over a larger population base, thereby
cutting the cost per household, Operation Clean Sweep encouraged regional
collections by requiring a 12,000 population base and giving higher priority
to collections serving two or more communities. See Table 3.
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Table 3

Single and Regional Collections

Number of Cost per Cost per Percent Pounds per
Population Collections Pound Participant Participation Participant

Single
12,000-20,000 8 $1.09 $94.14 1.82% 91
20.001-30,000 11 .90 75.08 1.34% 92
30,000-40,000 6 1.11 98.81 1. 19% 74
40,001-50,000 4 1.18 101.87 .70% 86

>50,000 5 2.13 103.69 .81% 73

8 $1.09 $94.14
11 .90 75.08
6 1.11 98.81
4 1.18 101.87
5 2.13 103.69

4 $1.10 $87.24
3 1.01 82.22
6 1.07 73.63
4 .78 66.59
5 1.34 79.35

Regional
12,000-20,000 4 $1.10 $87.24 1.70% 87

20,001-30,000 3 1.01 82.22 1.92% 80
30,001-40,000 6 1.07 73.63 1.80% 71

40,001-50,000 4 .78 66.59 1.26% 86
>50,000 5 1.34 79.35 0.57% 65

All Collections
0-12,000 14 $1.03 $85.61 2.58% 80
12,001-20,000 17 1.01 83.43 1.87% 93
20,000-30,000 15 1.00 89.61 1.33% 91
30.001-40,000 12 1.09 83.70 1.54% 72
40,001-50,000 8 .98 84.23 0.98% 86

>50,000 10 1.94 100.94 0.69% 69

Regional collections show substantial savings in the cost per
participating household over single town collections in the 30,000 to 40,000
and 40,000 to 50,000 ranges. This may reflect the higher participation rate
in both ranges for the regional collections. Otherwise the savings
anticipated by the regional approach did not materialize.

A second assumption was that having contracts negotiated by regional
planning agencies on behalf of a number of towns might result in lower costs
because of increased bargaining power. The regional planning agencies
negotiated contracts for most of the Fall 1986 collections. Table 4

indicates that this assumption may be incorrect. Average costs per pound
and per participating household were higher for Fall 1986 Clean Sweep
collections than the averages for all collections held in Fall 1985 and
Spring 1986, whether or not they were funded under Operation Clean Sweep.
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data collection efforts and inclement weather had a significant effect on
several collections.

Table 3. also shows that the participation rate was greater in smaller
communities. Above the 40,000 population mark, the participation rate drops
under 17. for all collections but remains at 1.26Z for regional collections
in the 40,000 to 50,000 range reflecting the higher rate for the individual
communities involved. The rate drops sharply for regional collections of
populations over 50,000. This may indicate that people were unwilling to
travel substantial distances to the collection site. There was no apparent
correlation between participation rates and socio-economic status of
communities.

3. Assist communities in planning and public education

While the involvement of the regional planning agencies did not have a
substantial effect on the costs of the collections, it did facilitate
planning in some regions, notably Franklin County, Berkshire County and Cape
Cod. The regional planning agencies were able to assist communities which
did not have any experience in organizing collections. They held planning
workshops for the town officials, sponsored public meetings, provided press
releases, helped with site selection, negotiated with transporters, arranged
schedules, did the bookkeeping, and collected data for DEM and DEQE. The
RPAs also provided a regional network through which the Office of Safe Waste
Management could efficiently administer the program.

The municipalities which applied for funds for Spring and Fall 1986
collections were required to educate the public about household hazardous
waste. DEM provided public service announcements for cable TV and written
materials on disposal methods and the use of substitute products. In some
communities, flyers were sent to each home. There was additional extensive
local publicity, some of which was coordinated by the regional planning
agencies. Although it is difficult to quantify the effects of the
educational activities and publicity, an increase in public awareness is

suggested by the large volume of telephone calls and funding inquiries
received by DEM and by the growth in media coverage of the issue.

Results

Tables 5 and 6 show wastes (in pounds) reported on manifests from all
household hazardous waste collections (Clean Sweep and other collections)
held between Fall 1985 and Fall 1986.
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However, growth in the cost of the collections seemed to be due specifically
to increases in the costs charged by hazardous waste disposal facilities.

TABLE 4

Number
of

Collections

76

Average Average
Participation Cost/ lb

Rate

All
Collections
(Clean Sweep

and
Independent)

Clean Sweep 59

Funded

Fall, 1985 and 30

Spring, 1986

(Clean Sweep)

Fall, 1986 29

(Clean Sweep)

Non Clean Sweep 17

1.56%

1.45%

1.39%

1.47%

2.00%

$1.12

$1.08

$0.85

$1.27

$1.25

Average
Cost/

Household

$86.37

$89.43

$73.95

$98.43

$74.95

Average
lbs/

Household

83

87

91

82

68

2. Increasing the participation rate.

While the mean participation rate was 1.47% for the Fall 1986

collections and 1.45% for all Clean Sweep funded collections, there were
wide variations in the rate from a low of .2% to an undocumented high of
5.77%.

Because of the large number of households turned away from collections
which had to close early due to insufficient funds, the participation rate
would have been higher in some communities if everyone could have been

accommodated. Williamstown reported that the number of households turned
away, in addition to the number served, reflected an 8% participation rate.

Most towns which had held previous collections experienced an increase in

the number of participating households. Data on participation rates,

however, should be viewed with caution since there were wide variations in
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Table 5

Total Waste Reported by Transporters by EPA Code
All Collections

Code
D001
D002
D003
D004
D008
D009
D013
D014
D016
F001
F002
F006
M001
M099

Pounds
Ignitables 375,265
Corrosives 83,412
Reactives 200
Arsenic 13,034
Lead 3,769
Mercury 534
Lindane 2,885
Methoxychlor 6,338
2,4,D

"

4,811
Spent halogenated solvents (degreasers) 15,327
Halogenated Solvents 1,209
Waste water, Electroplating sludge 500

Waste Oil 30,905
Not otherwise specified 217,673

mothballs , formaldahyde

,

photo chemicals, solid paint,
driveway sealer, perchlorethylene,
carbon tetrachloride.

M144 Hazardous material, non- listed 3,300

P030 Poisonous Solid/ liquids, NOS 609

U036 Chlordane 1,351

U060 DDD 659

U061 DDT 10,102

U066 1,2 Dibromo-3-Chloropropane 808

None 21,369

N/R 5,953

Total Waste 800,013

Total Waste (Tons) 400

;
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Table 6

Total Waste Reported by Transporters by Category
(All Collections)

Category Pounds 7. of total waste

Ignitable 375,256 50. 0%
Corrosives 83,412 10. 27.

Pesticides 58,468 7.97.

Waste Cil 30,905 4.1%
Metals 18,037 1.8%
Solvents 15,327 1.8%
Misc. 220,973 24.0

Total 800,013 99.9*

*Total does not equal 100 due to rounding

The total of wastes collected under Operation Clean Sweep was 291 tons.

However, neither this total nor the total for all collections reflects all
wastes which were collected. Some municipalities made separate arrangements
for disposal of waste oil and batteries which were sent to recyclers and not
manifested by the hazardous waste transporter servicing the rest of the
collection. Unfortunately, some municipalities accepted and shipped
batteries as hazardous waste packing them in 55 gallon drums rather than
recycling them. One city disposed of 19 drums of batteries at $300 a drum
which could have been recycled at miniminal cost.

Towns which were afraid that they might have to turn people away from
collections because of heavy response screened, or otherwise limited, the

waste accepted to the more hazardous substances such as pesticides.

Accomplishments

Operation Clean Sweep funded communities representing a population of

over 2.4 million or approximately 40% of the state's population.

Applications representing communities with an additional population of

665,000 remain on file to be funded if money becomes available.

The total amount of waste disposed of with Operation Clean Sweep funds

was 291 tons. Most of this waste would have gone into the trash or down the

drain.

The educational programs and publicity connected with the grant program

have raised community awareness about the problem of household -hazardous

waste. Many towns which did not apply for funding before the application

8
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deadline have requested information and assistance in organizing
collections.

The interest in safe and cost-effective disposal of household hazardous
waste has led to the submission of two proposals under the DEM Coalitions
program for permanent collection sites in Martha's Vineyard and
Williamstown. DEQE is currently reviewing these proposals.

Operation Clean Sweep has provided data on household hazardous waste
which was not previously available. This information indicates areas where
more education and different approaches may be necessary. It indicates that
more effort needs to be expended on larger communities and that these
communities may need a different type of approach.

By Fall 1986, four transporters were involved in the collections where
previously most were done by two companies. Indications are that the
increased competition may cause a closer examination of pricing and
collection procedures.

Problems

An unnecessary expense was the disposal of waste oil and car batteries
at a household hazardous waste collection. Some communities were able to

separate these from the collection either by using a separate transporter or
by having an on-going program at the town transfer station or landfill.
Those that shipped these materials with hazardous waste haulers paid a

premium for proper disposal.

Most collections were limited by negotiated contract prices which
specified the number of barrels to be filled. Insufficient funding for the

number of households that wanted to participate resulted in at least 22

collections turning people away because the contract price was reached
before all households could be served. Towns and DEM received a number of

angry calls from citizens who were not able to dispose of their hazardous
materials properly.

Payment to towns and contractors was not timely. The involvement of

two agencies and delays in the contract process resulted in long delays

in paying the contractors and reimbursing the towns.

Data collection was a primary objective of Operation Clean Sweep.

While we have more information than has been available in the past, data

collection was inconsistent at the local level.

The supervision of local planning and educational efforts by the

regional planning agencies varied. In some areas it was well organized

and enthusiastic, while in other places it was almost non-existent. This

was due to a constricted time schedule for the Fall 1986 collections and to
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the level of interest and/or sophistication of the RPA's, as well as the
local organizing group.

The intent of having RPA's negotiate contacts on behalf of groups of
towns was to try to achieve some economies in contract prices. In fact,
there was little negotiation. The model contract, which was drawn up for
Cape Cod, was used by most RPA's with minor modifications. Subsequent
discussions with a transporter indicated that line items for certain
materials might lower costs.

Most collections are held in the spring and fall to coincide with peak
home maintenance periods. Even in these seasons, weather is a variable
which can negate the effect of a well organized collection. Several
collections had disappointing response rates which can be attributed to
severe storms. "Rain dates" were not possible during the Fall 1986 schedule
but should be considered in the future.

Recommendations

DEM considers Operation Clean Sweep a success as a pilot program,
recognizing that there were some problems in its administration and
implementation. This office recommends that the state establish a limited
program for providing matching funds for communities interested in

conducting household hazardous waste collection days. Such a program should
be in the context of a larger household hazardous waste management program
that would encourage reduced generation, increase recycling and increase
collection efficiency.

DEM's recommendations include:

1 . Establishment of a limited, program of matching state funds for

continuation of collection days.

A. Matching funds would encourage more communities to hold first time

collections and provide assistance to those communities where
previous collections have created a demand which cannot be met

solely by local funds.

B. Some communities will hold collections with or without matching

state funds. Many communities will not be able to hold collections

or will hold collections with insufficient funding, which creates

public frustration and invites improper disposal.

C. Annual collections are expensive and serve a small percentage- of

the population. They do, however, provide for grass roots

participation in hazardous waste control.

D. A matching grant program would allow the state to require specific

standards of safety, public education and data collection.

10
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E. Continued funding would address the momentum generated by
Operation Clean Sweep and provide for a more organized public
education program on source reduction.

2. Continued use of regional planning agencies to help with administration
- and education. Responsibilities should be clearly defined at the

outset to ensure more consistent effectiveness.

3. Consolidation of program responsibilities within one agency.
Consolidation would make the system more efficient and cut down on
delays in administration and payment.

4. Waste oil collections, permanent collection stations and mobile
facilities should be evaluated as possible components of a long-term
household hazardous waste management approach. While DEM does not
consider collection days as a long-term solution, collections can serve
as a short-term answer to the proper disposal of household wastes and

allow time to make policy decisions and try pilot projects which may
provide better solutions.

11



POPULATION ESTIMATED PER
CAPITA COSTS

Attachment 1
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